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 ,.tacuL ,•• / l a w due,!,,,! n>.l |.r c o u r t s f r o m 
i
 rinn ,-i 'udgment. 
Utah Code Ann. §78-22-1(1) does not prohibit Nit i^mwini I 
a ji idgment by motion. 
(1) Except: as provided in Subsection (6) , 
judgments shall continue for eight years from 
the date of entry in a court unless 
previously satisfied or unless enforcement of 
the judgment is stayed i n accordance with 
law.x 
§78-22-1(1) does not require that a specific proceeding be 
used in renewing a judgment but dimply ,'il.ites I I nit i judqnient 
cannot be renewed after eight years has elapsed from the date of 
entry in a court. 
Similarly, Utah Code Ann. §78-12-22 does not prohibit the 
renewing of a judgment by IIK it MHI bill --nl ' requires that an action 
on a judgment must be brought within eight years. 
Ai i actioi i i i lay be brought within eight years 
upon a judgment or decree of any court of the 
United States, or of any state or territory 
within the United States.2 
An act: on may include the attempt to collect the judgment. 
Indeed, the Utah Supr ei i te Coi ir t 1 las :i i iterpreted the word "action" 
to mean any proceedings in court. 
An "action" means "any legal proceeding in a 
court for the enforcement of a right; any 
proceeding for the purpose of obtaining such 
*I Jt ah Code P. i n i § 7 8 - 2 2 3 (1) . 
2Utah Code Ann. §" 7 8-12-22. 
1 
a remedy as the law allows; any judicial 
proceeding, which, if conducted to a 
termination, will result in a judgment."3 
Thus, the Utah Supreme Court has determined that the 
voluntary dissolution of a corporation is an "action" as well as 
a judicial settlement of an executor's account in the probate 
court and a proceeding to disbar an attorney.4 None of these 
actions required the filing of a complaint. 
Since the word "action" includes proceedings which are not 
commenced by the filing of a complaint, U.C.A. §78-12-22 does not 
prohibit the renewing of a judgment by motion. 
Bybee also requests this court to hold that courts are 
powerless to extend a judgment beyond eight years. Bybee reasons 
that since a judgment lien expires after eight years, the court 
should also determine that a judgment expires after eight years. 
However, "[a] judgment lien is purely a creation of statute. It 
does not exist in common law; therefore, the rights of the 
parties must be determined within the statutory framework."5 
And, Utah does not have a statutory scheme to extend a judgment 
lien nor is there case law enabling a judgment lien to be 
3Camp v. Office of Recovery Services of Utah Dept. of Social 
Services, 779 P.2d 242, 247 (Utah App., Aug 23, 1989),(quoting 1 
C.J. 926). 
4Dinsmore v. Barker, 61 Utah 332, 212 P. 1109, 1110 (Utah, 
Feb 15, 1923) 
5Cox Corp. v. Vertin, 754 P.2d 938, 939 (Utah,1988). 
2 
extended. 
Although some states may provide for the 
renewal or revival of a judgment lien, see 
Pruellage v. De Seaton Corp., 407 S.W.2d 36 
(Mo. Ct. App.1966), our statutory scheme has 
no provision for an extension of a judgment 
lien independent of the judgment on which it 
is based. Federal Farm Mortgage Corp. v. 
Walker, 115 Utah 461, 206 P.2d 146 (1949) . 
Nor do our statutes authorize the renewal of 
a judgment subject to limitations or 
restrictions imposed on it. Thus, the 
judgment lien cannot be extended beyond the 
statutory life of the judgment.6 
Since Utah law does provide for the renewal of a judgment 
but not the renewal of a judgment lien, it would not be 
reasonable to treat a judgment as a judgment lien. 
CONCLUSION 
Utah law is not clear on the methods to renew a judgment. 
Neither case law nor statutory law requires that a judgment can 
only be renewed by filing a new complaint. Fisher respectfully 
requests that the Supreme Court reverse the Trial Court's ruling 
that the only method to renew a judgment is by the filing of a 
new complaint. 
DATED this 1st day of July, 2003. 
DARWIN C. FISHER 
6Id. 
3 
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